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REMARKS 

Claims 1-36 are pending in the present application. Claims 1, 5-8, 14, 1 5, 1 9-22, 28-30 
and 35 have been amended herewith. Reconsideration of the claims is respectfully requested. 

I, 35 U.S.C. 8 102. Anticipation 

A. The Examiner rejected Claims 1, 6-8, 15 a 20-22, 29 and 30 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Chang et aL (US 5,771,283). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

For a prior art reference to anticipate in terms of 35 U.S.C. 102, every element of the 
claimed invention must be identically shown in a single reference. In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 15 
USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Applicants will now show that every element of the claimed 
inventions recited in Claims 1 , 6-8, 15, 20-22, 29 and 30 is not identically shown in a single 
reference. 

With respect to Claim 1 9 it is urged that the cited reference does not teach the claimed 
feature of identifying at least one of a geographic identification based on a number assigned to 
the communications device and a language identification based on a user of the communications 
devices". In rejecting this aspect to Claim 1, the Examiner cites Chang's teachings at column 5, 
lines 1-20 and FIGS 3A-3B as teaching this claimed feature. Applicants show that there, Chang 
states; 

"Although the caller actually dialed "888-2338", originating switch 230 

automatically pre-appends the NPA digits "713" to the dialed number, as is known 

in the art The process continues to step 304 in which originating switch 23 0 

selects a call path to the switch that serves the destination directory number 

(terminating switch 270), as is known in the art. In this example, bidirectional 

trunk connection 259 is selected for establishing a connection between originating 

switch trunk fiacility 257 and terminating switch trunk facility 289. In step 305, 

originating switch 230 retrieves necessary data including GID information, and 

formulates an initial address message including: the called (destination) directory 

number: the calling directory number; call path information (e.g. the trunk 

address); and geographic identification data unique to the origin ating switch. In 

this example, the IAM includes: destination directory number "713-888-5962"; 
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calling directory number "708-555-1234"; call path information including trunk 
259 address; and geographic identification data "713-777". In step 306, 
originating switch 230 sends the IAM to terminating switch 270 via signaling 
network 220" (emphasis added). 

As can be seen, this passage describes that geographic identification data unique to the 
originating switch is included in an initial address message. This can also be seen in Chang's 
FIG. 2, where the geographic identifier GID 241 is maintained internal to switch 230. In 
contrast, Claim 1 is directed to a geographic identifier for the end-user device, such as device 400 
shown in Figure 4 of Applicants' drawings. Applicants have amended Claim 1 to further clarify 
this distinction. Per Claim 1 , the claimed invention advantageously provides a more 'personal* 
indication of the actual user's characteristics, such as geographic location/language capabilities, 
as the geographic/language indicators are specific to the end-user device. The teachings of the 
cited Chang reference merely provide the location of a central office switch, which does not 
indicate the geographic/language information/or the user, but rather provides a geographic 
. location./br the switch. This can clearly be seen by Chang's teaching at col, 5, lines 14-15, where 
he states that the "geographic identification data unique to the originating switch" (emphasis 
added). It is thus urged that Claim 1 is not anticipated by the cited reference. 

Still further with respect to Claim 1 , such claim has been amended to recite that both the 
geographic identification and the language identification are identified and transmitted with 
caller identification information for use by a called party. The cited reference does not teach or 
otherwise suggest this claimed feature, and thus Claim 1 is further shown to not be anticipated by 
the cited reference. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of Claims 6 and 7 for similar reasons to those given 
above with respect to Claim 1 . 

With respect to Claim 8, it is urged that the cited reference does not teach the claimed 

. feature of 'Responsive to detecting an coming call from a caller, determining whether at least one 

of a geographic identification and a language identification is present, wherein the language 

identifier identifies languages spoken by the caller", or 44 responsive to the at least one of the 

geographic identification and the language identification being present, presenting the at least 

one of the geographic identification and language identification to the called party, wherein the at 

Pago 10 of 16 
Miller ct al.- 10/686,276 



PAGE 12/18 * RCVDAT 12/6/20052:54:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/24 ' DNIS:2738300 ■ CSID:972 385 7766 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-02 



Dec 06 2005 3:00PM YEE 8. RSSOCIR TES, P.O. 
t i — ' ^ _ 



(972J 385-7766 



p. 13 



least one of the geographic identification and language identification is used to identify the at 
least one of the geographic location of the origin of the call and a language spoken by the caller", 
nor has the Examiner alleged any such teaching. Rather, in rejecting Claim 8, the Examiner 
relies on alleged teachings regarding Claim 1 as the rationale for rejecting Claim 8, It is urged 
that Claim 8 is substantially different from Claim 1, and thus using the same reasoning in the 
Claim 1 rejection and the Claim 8 rejection does not establish that all steps recited in Claim 8 are 
taught by the cited reference. Thus, it is urged that Claim 8 has been erroneously rejected as the 
Examiner has failed to establish, or even allege, that the cited reference teaches the claimed steps 
of (i) 1 "responsive to detecting an coming call from a caller, determining whether at least one of a 
geographic identification and a language identification is present, wherein the language identifier 
identifies languages spoken by the caller", or (ii) "responsive to the at least one of the geographic 
identification and the language identification being present, presenting the at least one of the 
geographic identification and language identification to the called party, wherein the at least one 
of the geographic identification and language identification is used to identify the at least one of 
the geographic location of the origin of the call and a language spoken by the caller". 

Still further with respect to Claim 8, Applicants have amended such claim such that a 
determination is made as to whether both a geographic identification and a language identifier are 
present* In contrast, the only thing described by the cited Chang reference relating to processing 
of a received call with geographic information is described at coL 6, lines 3-23, where switch 270 
retrieves data necessary to implement enhanced caller ID service, including the retrieval of a 
caller's directory number and geographic identification for visual display. Thus, it is further 
urged that Claim 8 is not anticipated by the cited reference. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of Claims 15, 20, 21 and 29 for similar reasons to those 
given above with respect to Claim 1 * 

Applicants traverse the rejection of Claims 22 and 30 for similar reasons to those given 
above with respect to Claim 8. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 1, 6-8, 15, 20-22, 29 and 30 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) 
has been overcome, 

B. The Examiner rejected Claims 13 f 27, 34 and 36 under 35 LLS.C. § 102(b) as being 

anticipated by Fung et al. (US 6,069,939). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Page 11 of 16 
Miller etal.- 10/686,276 



PAGE 13/18 * RCVD AT 1216/2005 2:54:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO£FXRF-6/24 * DNIS:273830D* CSID:972 385 7766* DURATION (mm-ss):05-02 



Dec O'G 2005 3300PM YEE 8. ASSOCIATES, P ♦ C ♦ 



(972) 385-77GG 



p, 14 



With respect to Claim 1 3 (and similarly for Claims 27, 34 and 36), it is urged that the 
cited reference does not teach the claimed feature of "identifying a destination for the call based 
on the language identifier" (emphasis added). This claimed feature is directed to processing of a 
received call at a call center, where the destination for such call is identified based on the 
language identifier. In injecting this aspect of Claim 13, the Examiner cites Fung's teaching at 
FIG. 7 and column 9 t lines 49-60 as teaching this claimed feature. Applicants urge that there, 
Fung states: 

"At box 705, the database management system 220 stores the calling party's 
selections in a memory in a caller table. Next, the call processing continues as 
depicted in FIG. 3, At box 710, the network examines dialed city code digits that 
were received. If the network does not examine the city code digits, then the call 
processing proceeds to box 715. At box 715, the call processing may continue per 
prior art processes or it may continue according to the embodiments depicted in 
FIG. 5. If the network processor processes the city code, then the call processing 
continues at box 720, where the database management system 220 determines the 
city that corresponds to the dialed city code." 

As can be seen, this passage describes use of 'city code digits* that are examined to determine 
how to process a received call. These city code digits do not contain any type of language 
identification. Rather, the language identification is selected by a calling party and stared in a 
caller table memory (col. 9, lines 1-3). While a user may associate a language with a city code, 
such that a message may be delivered in such language when that cited code is dialed (col. 9, 
lines 1 1-28), the routing of the call is not done based on the language, but rather is done baaed on 
the city code irrespective of any language that may be associated with such city code. Thus, it is 
urged that the cited reference does not teach the claimed step of 'identifying a destination for the 
call based on the language identifier", the language identifier having been determined to be 
present in the received call which identifies a language spoken by the caller. 

Still further with respect to Claim 13 (and similarly for Claims 27, 34 and 36), the 
language identifier identifies a language of th e calling party , such that the call can be routed to a 
proper destination such as a help desk that can understand such language of the calling party (e.g. 
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Claim 14). In contrast, per the teachings of the cited reference, it is the language of the called 
party that is selected/identified such that a message can be presented to the called party in their 
native language (col. 9, lines 39-42; lines 49-60). Thus, it is flirfher urged that Claim 13 is not 
anticipated by the cited reference, as every element of the claimed invention is not identically 
shown in a single reference. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 13, 27, 34 and 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) has been 
overcome. 

IL 3g S 103. Obviousness 

A. The Examiner rejected Claims 2, 10, 16 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Chang in view of Caccuro et al. (US 5,440,615). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed for similar reasons to those given above with respect to Claim 1 , 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 2, 10, 16 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 has been 
ovocome. 

B. The Examiner rejected Claims 3 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 as being unpatentable over 
Chang in view of Guo (US 2002/0174059). This rejection is respectfully traversed for similar 
reasons to those given above with respect to Claim 1 . 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 3 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 has been overcome. 

C. The Examiner rejected Claims 4, 5, 9, 11, 12, 18, 19, 23, 25, 26 and 31-33 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Chang in view of Fung. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

With respect to Claims 4, 5, 18 and 19, Applicants initially traverse this rejection for 
similar reasons to those given above with respect to Claim 1 . 

Further with respect to Claims 5 and 19, Applicants have amended such claims to recite 
that the language identification is stored in a device accessible by the communications device 
using a wireless communication link. This claimed feature advantageously allows for 
maintaining such information in a different device such as a personal digital assistant 
(Specification page 1 1, lines 23-30), and this information is accessed using a wireless link. None 
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of the cited references teach or suggest this claimed feature, and thus Claim 5 is farther shown to 
not be obvious in view of the cited references. 

With respect to Claims 9, 11, 12, 23, 25, 26 and 3 1 -33, Applicants initially traverse this 
rejection for similar reasons to those given above with respect to Claim 8. 

Further with respect to Claims 9, 23 and 3 1 , Applicants urge that none of the cited 
references teach or suggest the claimed feature of "responsive to the language identification 
being present, determining whether the language identification matches a language selected by 
the called party". This claimed feature advantageously provides for determining whether a 
language identifier of an incoming call matches a language selected by the called party. This 
advantageously enables other features, such as language translation (Claim 1 1) or forwarding to 
an appropriate call center (Claim 12) if there is no match. In rejecting Claim 9, the Examiner 
cites Fung's teaching at FIG. 4 and column 6, lines 33-39. Applicants urge that this passage and 
related figure describes an ability for either (i) a caller to select a language to be used for 
message delivery, or (ii) an automatic selection of a language to be used for message delivery. 
This passage does not describe any type of processing with respect to an incoming call, and 
specifically does not teach or otherwise suggest any type of matching of a language identifier of 
an incoming call with a language selected by the called party. Rather, the caller/calling party 
makes the language selection, and this language selection is not matched in any way with a 
language selected by a called party. Thus, it is further urged that Claim 9 is not obvious in view 
of the cited references, as there are missing claimed features not taught or suggested by any of the 
cited references. 

Further with respect to Claims 1 1, 25 and 32, Applicants traverse for similar reasons to 
those given above with respect to Claim 9* 

Further with respect to Claims 1 2, 26 and 33, Applicants urge that none of the cited 

references teach or suggest the claimed feature of Responsive to an absence of a matching 

language, forwarding the call to a call center". In rejecting these claims, the Examiner cites the 

identical passage that was cited in rejecting Claim 9 as teaching this call center forwarding , 

feature. Applicants urge that this passage merely describes how the language to be used in 

message delivery is actually selected (either by the calling party, or automatically). This cited 

passage does not describe any type of processing associated with an incoming call, but rather is 

with respect to processing a calling party's outgoing call. Thus, it is further urged that Claims 
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12, 26 and 33 are not obvious in view of the cited references, as there are missing claimed 
features not taught or suggested by any of the cited references. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 4, 5, 9, 1 1, 12, 18, 19, 23, 25, 26 and 3 1 -33 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 has been overcome. 

D. The Examiner rejected Claims 14, 28 and 35 under 35 U.S.C § 103 as being unpatentable 
over Fung in view of Alshawi et al. (US 2004/0204940 Al). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Applicants initially traverse this rejection for similar reasons to those given above with 
respect to Claim 13. 

Further with respect to Claims 14, 28 and 35, Applicants urge that none of the cited 
references teach or suggest the claimed feature of "wherein the destination is a help desk 
associated with a language identified by the language identifier"- As can be seen, the destination 
which is identified for a call based on the language identifier is a help desk associated with a 
language identified by such language identifier. In rejecting Claim 14, the Examiner 
acknowledges that the cited Fung reference does not teach/suggest this claimed feature, but states 
that Alshawi teaches this claimed feature at paragraph [0006], Applicants urge that there, 
Alshawi states that a speech recognizer is able to recognize spontaneous speech to provide voice- 
enabling help desk applications. In other words, the actual spoken voice is converted to text, for 
subsequent processing (Alshawi paragraph [0007]). In contrast, Claim 14 is directed to actual 
routing of a call to a particular help desk based on a language identifier that is received as a part 
of a received call. Applicants have amended Claim 14 to further emphasize this distinction. It is 
thus further urged that Claims 1 4, 28 and 35 are not obvious in view of the cited references. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 14, 28 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 has been 
overcome. 
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HL Conclusion 

It is respectfully urged that the subject application is patentable over the cited references 
and is now in condition for allowance. The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the 
below-listed telephone number if in the opinion of the Examiner such a telephone conference 
would expedite or aid the prosecution and examination of this application, 

DATE: December 6, 2005 

Respectfully submitted, 




Reg, No. 34,285 
Wayne P. Bailey 
Reg, No. 34,289 
Yee & Associates, P.C. 
P.O. Box 802333 
Dallas, TX 75380 
(972) 385-8777 
Attorneys for Applicants 
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